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More clippings relating to Epstein and Angleton, interpreted broadly: 

(66) London Sunday Times, 19 Mar 78. Courtesy of Harold Weisberg, the 
entire Epstein interview (6 pp.), of which item (5) supra is one page. Much 
overlap with the New York interviews 

(67) Yipster Times, April-May 1978; "Epstein: Assassin or Super-Jinx?," 
by David Miller. ("None of the above" doesn't seem to be an allowed choice.) 

Pretty much what one would expect. "There are Shakespearean gaps in the life of 
Edward Jay Epstein." Sure! (Provided by Ted Rubinstein.) 

(68) N.O. Times-Picayune, 13 April 1978; by David Jackson, Chicago Sun-Times. 
Based on an interview; considerable quotation. Epstein says he knew Oswald-type 

■ student leaders in the late '60's - intelligent, articulate, etc. [From MA via HW] 

(69) Book of the Month Club News, May 1978. Three pages on the book, by 
Wilfrid Sheed; one page on Epstein by Jack Newcombe. Gushy, as expected. [From TR] 

(70) Commentary, May 1978, p. 30. "Hiss, Oswald, the KGB, and Us," by 
Michael Ledeen (author of the WSJ review, #34 supra). The book is "brilliant." 
Complains of US intelligence being unwilling to accept evidence of Soviet espionage 
in these cases. Very interesting review, especially in light of ongoing developments. 

(71) Daily Cal (Berkeley), 5 May 1978 [date uncertain]. Overly positive 
review by William Bates, who also thinks of Oswald as a proto-new leftist. 

(72) The Tribune (Labour's Independent Weekly) [England], 2 June 1978, p. 8. ^ 

Reasonably critical review by Chris Mullin. [From Russ Stetler] 

(73) Wilmington, Del. Morning News, 7 June 1978, p. 1. "Senate Unit Probes ^ 
CIA Security Breach," by Joe Trento and Ralph Moyed. Angleton fears he is being 

set up to take the blame. Senate Intelligence Committee intends to talk to Colby 
and Helms also. Interesting, esp. the Angleton quotes. (Cf. #50, 4/24 report 

of SCI interest in the WP.) [From Harold Weisberg] 

(74) Wall Street Journal, 13 June 1978, p. 1. This has only an indirect 

relevance. Recall Angleton's "who struck John" remark. This story, on radioactive 

waste disposal in West Virginia, quotes the plant manager as saying that, by 
deduction, it isn't hard to tell "'who shot John,' meaning who is responsible." 

[WSJ explanation] I guess "who shot/struck John" is some sort of regional slang, 
but I still suspect Angleton usedfto just to get us all worked up. [From Brad S.] 

(75) [S.F.] Bay Guardian, 22 June 1978, p. 18: Critical review by Bill Turner. 

(76) New York Times Magazine, 25 June 1978. "The Angleton Story," by 
Sejnnour M. Hersh. Very important - the first major salvo from the other side. 

Hersh politely but emphatically depicts Angleton as a liar, a fanatic, maybe not 
such a hot poet, and an all-round s.o.b. The discussion of the Epstein book is 
short and critical, but could be more so. 

(77) Inquiry, 26 June 1978, p. 22. The Hoch-Stetler review, better late 
than never. You may want to add the original last line: According to Epstein, the 
one thing Angleton doesn't believe in is coincidence. 

(78) [From wire services, S.F. Examiner, 9 July 1978, p. 1] The London Sunday 
Times of 9 July reportedly has information based on an article by Epstein to be 
published in the August Commentary. The Times article (which I expect to get soon) 
says that Lipavsky was a KGB agent, recruited by the CIA as a walk-in in 1975. The 
Times said that Shcharansky helped Lipavsky "collect information on the way the 
U.S.S.R. used Western equipment to keep tabs on members of the human rights movement." 

Very interesting. I guess I should wait to see if Epstein is really saying 
'that Lipavsky and Shcharansky had these CIA connections, but I can't help wondering 
we. are seeing some sort of "I told you so" from Angleton's people. Angleton is 
supposedly very strongly against trusting walk-ins, and it looks like his successors 
got caught. Angleton might be willing to let the CIA connections come out; 
despite (or because of) the considerable embarrassment to the current administration. 

Remember the Barghorn case? It seems at least fair to ask what kind of interest 
the CIA would have in the Soviet dissident movement; it's hard for me to believe 
they would have none. While arguing convincingly that Shcharansky was in no way en- 
gaged in espionage, Robert Toth's own description of the sources and subjects he 
was dealing with through Shcharansky (S.F. Chronicle, 12 July, p. 11) makes it seem 
that the CIA would be very interested in this information. We know from the JFK case,. 
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documents that the CIA had (around 1960) a remarkable appetite for even minor 
details about Russia. Toth may think that there is nothing about parapsychology 
worth highly-classified attention (and I’m inclined to agree), but there have 
been convincing major stories (New Times, Washington Post) indicating that the 
CIA is very interested (either for real, or to confuse the Russians). 

Finally, after Shcharansky ’ s conviction. Sen. Moynihan (to whom Epstein is 
reportedly close) called specifically for a ban on the sale of a computer to Tass, 
on the grounds that the device would help the Soviet government keep track of 
"every dissident in the Soviet Union." [Washington Post, in S.F. Chron. , 7/15, p. 14] 

It's really too soon to form a judgment, but so far the work of the press 
in covering recent developments hasn't impressed me. Some analysis of the political 

and intelligence (U.S. and Israeli) aspects of this cold-war escalation seems 

called for. I haven't seen much beyond explanations of what s.o.b.'s the Russians 
are, which I think we all already knew. 

(79) Penthouse, August 1978, p. 62. About 4 pp. , on the KGB at the UN. 

Covers Angleton's concern about the security of the CIA's computer, of the Nevada 
Test Site, etc. Mentions the death of Dag Hammarsjold, thought by some in the CIA 
to have been a KGB murder; allegedly, this was so reported to President Kennedy, 
who chose to cover it up. (What must Angleton have thought of JFK, if he believed 
JFK was covering up a KGB assassination?) [I have read, but not copied, this 
article. The first person to send me a copy gets 10 free clippings of his choice!] 

[ (80) : see below] 

Other material: 

Please refer to the discussion on p. 24 of the CIA-Warren Commission meeting 
of 14 Jan 64. The WC's account is indeed available, as CIA #480-191B, 3 pp. 

There is only a brief paragraph on the discussion of the advisability of the CIA 

making WC material available to "its few outside consultants." Looks innocent enough. 

CIA //483-193A is a WC routing slip of 10 Jan 64 (which the CIA presumably 'got 
on the occasion of some review!) which refers incomprehensibly, to a Rankin-Warren 
discussion of "the CIA problem," which could be one of several problems. 

The defector in CIA #???-76, discussed at the bottom of p. 24, is clearly 
Derjabin. An 8-letter last name is deleted from the cover letter, CIA //413-76A, 
which specifies that the author of the analysis defected about ten years ago. 

Dave Martin pointed out to me an interesting reference in the Schweiker Report 

(p. 31), to a report by a WH Desk Officer which went to LBJ, evidently shortly 
before Angleton homed in and took over the investigation. (The desk officer, whose 
identity I do not know, was probably wrong in saying his report was in the latter 
part of December, since the allegedly subsequent report of the FBI Summary Report 
is probably the one which took place on December 6. [CIA 337-135]) From a hasty 
review of just the first part of the CIA release, I found no such report, and no 
references to it. I'm pretty sure that the first CIA report to the WC on Mexico 
was CD 347 (31 Jan 64). From some of the early CIA-WC correspondence, it's hard 
for me to believe that they got any general (i.e., non-USSR focused) report earlier. 

So, we may have another missing CIA report (which the HSC should already have). 

CIA //471-190A (10 Jan 64) suggests an outline for "the report to the Warren 
Commission" which appears to deal only with Soviet angles; it is presumably from 
the Angleton crew which took over from the desk offices. Many sections were given 
to the WC as separate CD's (chronology, etc.), but I don't recall anything like the 
proposed section 3: "Analysis - the CS commentary. This should be the heart of the 
report ... presentation of hypotheses. — " This analysis evidently "suggests a more 
sinister possibility - that Oswald and his wife were Soviet agents, whether or not 
the assassination ... was carried out with Soviet knowledge or on Soviet orders." [P. 1] 
It looks like the Angletonians , pre-Nosenko, were already accepting the idea (repeated 
by Derjabin) that the Russians might have been responsible. It's possible that cooler 
heads prevailed and kept this analysis from going to the WC, at least as the CIA's 
official position. Interesting business; I hope we can find out more. 

Whoops - I forgot: (80) Playboy, July 1978, Colby interview - lots on Epstein; 
rather important. 

Some more odds and ends: I think that if we can document Epstein's use of 

CIA records which have not been released, the Senate Intelligence Committee would 




